responsibility for the trustworthiness (or soundness) of what they publish and this does not 77 always align with institutions' definitions of research misconduct [1] . In other words, it is 78 possible for research reports to be misleading or untrustworthy and therefore to require 79 correction or retraction even when the authors/researchers are not considered to have 80 committed research misconduct by their institution. 81 82
In this document, therefore, the term "misconduct" is used to describe any actions of 83 researchers that result in research that cannot be trusted, is not reliable, is not presented 84 honestly, and, for whatever reason, should not become part of, or remain on, the research 85 record. It is not based on any particular definition of research misconduct. 86 87
The terms "inquiry" and "investigation" refer to formal processes conducted by research 88 institutions to determine whether a researcher/employee has committed misconduct. One of 89 the issues discussed at the CLUE meeting was the extent to which journals should assess 90 evidence of misconduct. While it was agreed that it is not usually the role of journals to 91 conduct formal research misconduct investigations, we recognise that, in some cases, it may 92 be appropriate for journals to consider evidence relating to the integrity of a publication or 93 submission. Institutional investigations tend to focus on the guilt or otherwise of the 94 researcher(s) concerned and seek to determine whether their behaviour amounts to research 95 misconduct however that is defined. However journals are more concerned with whether the 96 research can be trusted and is properly reported and reliable. If a peer reviewer raises a concern about the trustworthiness of findings, especially if s/he 216 suggests that the results are "too good to be true", the journal should ask them for more 217 details (e.g. to explain why they gave this opinion) and should usually alert the institution to 218 these concerns if they consider they are well founded. Journals therefore need to determine 219 whether to contact an institution and, if so, what information they should share. 220 221
Peer reviewer reports and comments to the editor should generally only be shared with 222 authors' institutions with the reviewers' express permission. Similarly, the identity of the peer 223 reviewer should not normally be revealed to the authors' institutions in cases of suspected 224 problems with a submitted or published work 225 226
It is helpful for journals to share suspicions about the reported research with institutions (as 227 well as more specific concerns or clear evidence) because institutions are able, and have a 228 duty, to assess concerns about data fabrication or falsification by researchers. Another reason 229 why journals should raise non-specific concerns about reported research is that the institution 230
should have a more complete picture of the researcher's behaviour than the journal (which 231 usually has information only from one article), and such evidence may be important to trigger 232 or inform an investigation. Sophisticated data fabrication or falsification may only become 233 obvious when several publications are assessed, or when raw data or other forensic evidence 234 are available [7] . Therefore, in such cases, while individual journals may have some 235 suspicions, the full picture is available only to the institution. Furthermore, alerting the 236 institution may prevent the research from being submitted to other journals (which would be 237 unaware of the first journal's concerns) before it has been properly assessed. Institutions should have policies about whistleblower protection and about the handling of 400 cases from anonymous whistleblowers. Such allegations should be considered on their merits 401 rather than being dismissed automatically. Therefore, an individual's refusal to reveal their 402 name, use of a pseudonym, or request to remain anonymous, should not prevent either a 403 journal or an institution from taking allegations seriously. However, both journals and 404 institutions need reassurance that an allegation is well-founded and is not simply a personal 405 vendetta and therefore they may request further details or information from the correspondent 406 and, if this is not forthcoming, it is reasonable for journals not to raise the concern with the 407 university or for an institution to decide not to proceed with an inquiry or full investigation. 408
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